A- RAMANY, K.W. COCHRANE, AND A. D. MCKENE
The UniversigJ of Sydney,
* Corresponding author; Email: araman @orange.osyd.edu.au

ABSTRACT

"This article provides an opinion on world
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agriculture and the apparent disconnection between humankind and the

natural world. The'paper argues that the value system, influenced by the dominant economic and scientific culture
of the past century, needs to change. Central to this value system is the belief that humankind is dominant of
nature. In such a context, we, the authors of this article, challenge the often-used terms such as custodianship,

stewardship,

and trusteeship. We, instead, propose a new relationship - that of membership - where the ecological

tenet of oneness with nature is appreciated, understood, and respected.

Critical to this process is the need fora

change at the ontological level and the emergence of a new understanding

- between humans and the biophysical world, Bringing about change is difficult because the default mechanism for

- most in the developed. world is to maintain the status quo

and to defend existing thought patterns. The

-environmentally damaging pathway of mechanistic and reductionist thought manipulates nature to serve human

needs. Instead of continuing along the well-trodden pathway,
exploited indiscriminately by practising a 1
sound ecological principles. The key principle would be to recognize, value, and preserve the unity of all living and.

prudently and not

ron-living things, and their Interconnectedness.

We propose that the natural elements need to be used.
more benign form of agriculture that will be based on

Kg’; Words: Ecdlogic‘a[ Agriculture, ECocen_triém, Sustainabilify

INTRODUCTION

‘Modem industrial agricultural practice, in essence,
works on the formula: ‘produce more in less area’.

Technology’s ever-widening capabilities have enabled
- human saciety to apply this formula with great success
in the last few decades. Power, politics, anq governance -
have transformed’ societies {urirecognizably and their -
'-"fo_od---pro,du—cti,on—actiyity;"--i_ntené'e?indu_'striéiizatioiﬁféf

griculttire -has—éntailed-massive levels-of-corporati:

{Dahlberg2001)—— o 7
T Agrieulture 55°d haman activity extends its ‘tefita-
cles’ into every aspect ‘experi

Tt of hiiman ‘experience” Moderii-

complexity of the problems and also recognizes that the -
problems ¢an be solved neither: by applying a purely

tion, . involving extensive social and “other” costs

contetnporary dgricultural . practice - recognizes " thé. " the ‘critical térm
- processes can cause to thy

scientific approach, divorced from economic and man-
agement realities, nor by a purely ecofomic approach,
ignoririg scientific trials and practice. Contemporary
agricultural practice blends management, science, and
economics to achieve its most desired outcomes:
productivity and profitability. However, integrating the

sclentific and economic approaches through efficient
~technology; clear économic goals and cléver mariage-

-Has:itsdownisi -has contri

integration of approaches ba
criteria’ domiinatéd; and :
:-Carson.s:SfZéﬁif}S'pr.i'ngqi.'(.l._?63

¢ fﬁinatc,_ the
rﬁa’dga a trail-

termi

biephysical envirorunent. -
Response of the environmental' econo-mists, in the

0 the ! e-productive land, -
' aviilable (Gardrier 1996; Altier 1 999): Hundan socjety ™~
SxpEectto-achicve s desirable outcomne-through the -

nd validafe the extent of .+
amage thigse agricultural.. .
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1960s, offered the sustainability model, which, they

proposed-would enable the human society to achieve

both écological and economic goals (see Raman et al.-

2000, for several references). The sustainability model
was meant to enable the Earth to provide the resources
and the produce for humans for a much longer period
than what was actually possible with the agricultural
practice driven solely by economic factors. Recognition
of past mistales enabled human society to develop the
concept of sustainability. Efforts were made to refine
the guiding principles for (i) promoting equity within
and between generations of humans, (i) maintaining
the Earth’s life-support systems, and (iii) improving
individual and community wellbeing (Hill 1998, 1999).

 Environmental economists saw sustainability as a
model to maintain consumption at a constant level
forever. Was that possible? If yes, then the environ-
ment would have been sustained, after all, with no
reasons to convene the Earth summits.

The sustainability model prompted the modern
industrialized societies to investigate the pre-industrial
civilizations to obtain smaller models to manage
human-induced environmental modifications, such as
climate change. Learning from those investigations
made the industrialized societies realize that it was not
so much climate change that caused problems, but (i)

the entrenched modes of adapting to change. caused -

problems, (i) responsiveness to change depended on
individual and collective choices, which wexe, of
necessity, shaped by the past, and iii} the development
and use of knowledge was the main mechanism for
survival in conditions of rapid change, which meant
that adaptation to changing conditions depended on
the perception and interpretation of the signs of
jmpending change, and on the timely development of
knowledge, technology, and organization in reaction to

 those signs (Vain 1994).

AWIDENING GAP IN THE HUMAN — NATURE

RELATIONSHIP - -

According to evolutionary history,ihuf_r_iéﬁs are an_

e —integral part of natural ecosystems: This may not be

~ beyond the level that could be supported by natuxal
" ecosystems (Brown 1995). Human society managed the .

increase in population to a modest extent by dispersing

“to other, less-populated areas of the world, by learning

to adapt to the newly colonized areas and by beginning

‘t6 dominate their land and water €COSySLEMS. The

ability to manage depended on a number of endow-
ments, two examples being the ability to adapt to a
variety of habitats and the ability to develop effort-

“saving technologies.

Agriculture proved an effective method for
supporting an ever-increasing number of people. More
Jand was needed to meet this contingency; so more and
more natural ecosystems were modified beyond the
point of recovery. Recognizing the efficiency of fossil
fuels as an energy source, humans developed compli-
cated techniques of production to malke human Life and
lifestyle comfortable, thereby consuming more natural
resources and energy (Flavin and Lenssen 1994}. Simul-
taneously, colonial expansionism further intensified the
impact of Western societies on the natural environment
across the globe, resulting in settlement, colonies, trade
and environmental domina-tion. Economic historians
view Burope’s imperial expansion as the bringing of
civilization to less fortunate people; environmentalists,
by contrast, see it more as a wave of destruction of the
natural world and its rthythm of activity (Simmons
1989). The application of new techniques (e.g., intense
irrigation practice and its impact on regional hydrology
(Serageldin 1995)) and complex production processes
of industrial agriculture (Malcolm et al. 1996) depleted
Earth's finite natural resources extensively. This was
labelled progress: the cause béing the ingenjous capacity
to respond to challenges by engaging problem-sblving
skills; the effect being the capacity to modify and
control the environment to meet human demands
(Ponting 1991). From an ecological angle, however, the
processes involved in achjeving progress appear as a set’
of intcrconnected and complex, environentally

_ damaging steps to meet the demands of humankind;.
 Gardner’s {1997)
© 11989, more than 11% of the worlds cropland’ was
‘alréady severely eroded.” Progress became intimately
‘linked with development, the perception of moving

statement substantiates this: “By

readily acceptable today, but at least this is how it was'".
‘until industrial revolution took place in Europe. Before:
the industrial revolution, all organisms — including-’

natural/ecological forces. Ar important departure,
however, has been the increase in human numbers far

" towards a ‘developed’™ society.” Simnilar "to” progress, -
~ development has been hailed as something not only
- desirable, but also inevitable. If more people are to be

- humgh,s&__rcmained integral components of a complex. supportegi, greater material requireménts have to be

~web and a Well—synchroniied food chain driven by "

met’ became the dictum. The impact of such dicta can
be seen in the way the pristirie rain forests of the

Amazon region of Brazil have been 'modified’ over the
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Tlast few decades (Worster 1988, Durning 1993). The
Brazilian example is équally true of cther developing
countries. as well.

Such aggressive development initiatives through-
out the 20th century have led to a growing sense of
“disillusionment, encouraging the human society to
place greater value on preserving the natural environ-
ment and to practise an ecologically sensitive agricul-
ture. However, the concerns generated since the 1960s,
after Rachel Carson, have not succeeded totally in
modifying or replacing the perception of a natural
world as being exclusively for human exploitation. A
popular view sees continued industrialization and
further economic growth as a critical prerequisite for
any environmental ‘improvement’. Despite the
cautionary voices of environmentalists and many
scientists ‘it is business as usual’ for countries that
allow clearing of rainforests; the largest industrial power
declined to support global action to reduce greenhouse
gases in 1992. Indeed, many of the implemented

‘remedial’ measures, such as wildlife and natural area

conservation in specific regions, licensing pollution
levels, offering of ‘small' support to organic farmers,
appear more as ways of bracing the existing economic
system than as being the initial steps towards anything
new or different .(Gare 2001). What do past experi-
ences suggest about the stability and sustainability of
human society as it has developed in the industrialized
nations and in the partly industsialized, but still mainly

agricultural, ‘developing’ nations? .
How far will humans be going in their assault to

conquer nature? Human society has overconfidently.

assumed that its evolution is, for some reason,
independent of that of the natural world.- Such an
assumption is largely founded on the premise that the
natural world exists for human exploitation. In the
process, the environment has experienced an unceasing
pressure from humans - mostly for momentary benefits
— in defiance of nature's principles of ecology: through
altered. landscapes, - organisms .either driven to
extinction or introduced into new environments and

““thus distupting” fatiural “ecosystems;and “unwanted =

_outputs of the industrial systems dumped into natural
ecosystems. Worst of all, efforts to ‘create’ genetically

modified crops (GM crops), which have a high poten-
tial to endanger natural systerns (Rissler and Mellon
- 1996), are being pushed for_economic reagons. Ulti--
mately all these actions, meant to subjugate nature; will

proliferate second and subsequent generation problems
-~ adverse reactions to.adverse reactions — as the effects
of each perturbation never occur in isolation.

A review of human history indicates that many
carlier societies and civilizations believed themselves to
be sustainable, but sooner or later collapsed beyond
recovery (Culbert 1973, Allen 1988). Oft-heard
rhetoric claims that ‘some damage is inevitable, some
dépredation needs to be tolerated’. But, the question is

“what does ‘some’ qualify and how much does ‘some’
quantify?

“Tt is hard not to conclude that dominant cultures
always approach nature in this way, because that is
what the attitude of wanting to remain dominant leads
to. As an economics-centred soclety, the West
legitimizes its actions towards the land, water, sky, and
organisms other than humans. The Eastern cultures
offer different interpretations, but as a general rule,
these have been far less influential than those of the
West. One fundamental issue addressed by the Eastern
cultures is the relationship between humankind and the
rest of nature, which recognizes humans as an integral
component of nature. In principle, the Eastern cultuzes
do not attribute a higher value to humans than to the
remainder of the organisms {Raman 2002). A common
thread among many of the non-European worldviews is
that they do not attribute a dominating role for
humankind. Taoist thought in China emphasizes that
both the individual and the society need to live in
harmony with the natural world (Allendorf 1997). The
Indian tradition believes that all creatures, including
humans, are part of a ‘suffering’ world; the question of
human rule over the natural order does not even arise;
rather, the natural world itself is the primary presence
of the sacred, the primary moral value (Nelson 2000).
Eastern thinking, in general, proposes a less aggressive -
approach by humans to the natural world: humans are
only a small part of a much greater whole and their
intellectual capabilities set them apart. Using the ability
to think and differentiate, humans need to direct
themselves to the goal of enlightenument, to act wisely
by participating with the remainder of the organic
world. In this framework, the technologically primitive
hunting and gathering people — the tribal communities

weare-much-closér’ torthe natural world, than are the - .-
technologically advanced mainstream society. Tribal

~ sociéties recognize their world as simply made up of

animals, plants, Hum’ans and inanimate objects, all set
“in a single whole without any distinct statuses (Pollard
1968): L e e -
“The idea that humans have a responsibility to
 preserve the natural world or remain its trystees {see
Baswaran 1989) - also reférred as stewards and custo- .
~-dians (Schumacher 1974) — can be traced through a-

P
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succession of thinkers. The role of humans as the

trustees or. custodians of the world and its components

remained a minority tradition in European thought (see
Eagwaran 1989, for comments on trusteeship). The
térms ~ trustees, stewards, custodians - do imply and
convey a tone of human arrogance embedded in the
very act of assuming that the humans can assert a
relationship over the rest of nature. Nevertheless, the
custodial relationship recognizes a value, seeing the
earth as one natural entity, with each of its components
having a role and purpose. Particularly after Charles
Darwin's Origin of Species, the Western perception of
the world changed dramatically to recognizé the world
as a bountiful repository exclusively for human gain
and benefit (Passmore 1974). The accelerated rate of
scientific - inquiry during this period in Europe
reinforced such thinking, laiown as the domination
worldview. The mechanistic views of the world
proposed by René Descartes, Isaac Newton and Francis
Bacon lent strong support to this thinking.

Belief in human potential and its unlimited scope
for progress came to be accepted as a fact, which
remained largely justified because of materialism and its
consequence, progress. Technology made humari life-
style easier. In Eastern Europe, Marx and Engels made
powerful impacts with their idea of the inevitable

progress of human society through the proletariat and -

socialism. Although the religious element gradually
diminished from much of Européan thought, faith in
the evolutionary and intellectual superiority of the
human species remained strong. Exploitation of the

" natural world was-considered. to be a perfectly-natural

way of improving a rough, unfinished, natural
environment (Hayward 1994).

BRIDGING THE GAP

In the context of the global panoramé of hurhankind” -

and the broadest patterns of human intent, economic -

thmkmg ‘has become the dominant mecHanism to
appreciate and engage with the natural world. To.
understand the modern view of the relationship
between  humankind and the natural world, it is

,:._Hmeortant to look bf:yond a society’s professed eco-

c system, the hidden assumptions of economics
and "the value system it enshrines (Martin 1996,

Lumley 1997). Irrespective of different economic
models = either a market-dominated economy of the .

West or a centrally planned one of the socialist world
— the attitudes towards the natural world are not

different. Although GNP offers a measurable index of
‘the production, constumption, investment and success
of an economy {FHueting 1990), it is not seen as a

" means of establishing the desirable level of economic

activity (Abramowitz 1997). The most radical dissent
from’ classical and liberal economics came from Marx
and Engels, who argued that the value of any product

‘came from the amount of human labour put into its

production. This notion rejects outright the intrinsic
value of natural elements. Most mainstream economists
do not anticipate the immediate and future conse-
quences of production and consumption, and hence do
not offer any solution to questions on pollution and
damage to the environment. Nonetheless, Schu-
macher’s plea (1974) for an ‘as-if- people-mattered’
approach, and Henderson’s criticism (k978) of the
failure of economic thought to take humanity’s
dependence on the natural world into account are
worthy of recall.

Although generalizations are risky, it may be good
to generalize for reasons of better clarity: the anthro-
pocentric worldview is the one that perceives the
human species as a superior organism, that harnesses
science in the pursuit of technological solutions and
that pursues progress and development. According to
postmodern thinking, the humans are currently living
in a period of ecocrisis (Martell 1994). If the current
pattern of growth and progress trajectory continues, the
likely outcome will be the collapse of our social and
natural ecology. Analyzing the dominant socioeconomic

and intellectual paradigms, affirmative postmodernists

offer a few reparatory options that can facilitate
‘development’ of - alternative ecosystems (Daly and
Cobb 1989). Most postmodern environmental ethicists
‘naturalize’ history, so that all human beings remain

‘members of one earth community. If reconstructive

postmodern environmental ethics has a constant theme,
it js the criticality of sustainability (Oeschlaeger 1993).
Affirmative postmodernists argue that all discourse is
subject to the formal requirement of sustainability,
because any cultural narrative that leads humans to

““dlaitn atithority to degrade either natural ecology or

social ecology is not a viable strategy for life (Wright
1992).
- Human knowledge gamed over several rmllenrua
through testing and conjecture and through observation
and inference, has remained a powerful forté and it is
a priceless legacy for human existence, Early humans,
uncerrupted by greed, -always ‘knew’ their habitat.
Remiaining embedded within the flora and fauna,
climate and landscape, water and sky, they perceived
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.Jife as one that remained part of their surroundings.
"Their worldviews emerged out of that certainty. The
. Desana people of the northwestern Amazonia recognise
 the sun as their father and the earth as their mother
(Reichel-Dolmatoff 1971). Maria Montessori, a revo-
lutionary modern thinker, valued the inter-
connectedness of the universe and humankind and she
reinforced the dictum that nothing can exist in
isolation: “The stars, stones, life of all kinds, form a

whole in relation to each other and so close is this

relationship that we cannot understand a storie without

some understanding of the great sun. No matter what .

we touch, an atom or a cell, we cannot explain it
without knowledge of the universe.
What is the task of humamty in thxs wonderful

umverse? "

ECOCENTRISM

Ecocentrism takes a stance exactly opposed to techno-
centrism, the latter being driven by anthropocentrism
and. utilitarianism (see Wawrzyniiak 1997, for
comments on utilitarianism). The discussion here will
be limited to some of the explicitly non-anthropocentric
approaches, acknowledging the value of non-human life
and the non-living environment. Within this frame-
work every organismn is valuable and such a framework
is grounded in the deep ecological or spiritual
experience that nature and the self are but one (Capra
1996). In essence, the ecocentric worldview arises from

a rélational view of the human who is intimately and '

inseparably connected to nature (Birkeland et al,
1997); human society should, therefore, enshrine an
ethic of responsibility and reciprocity in lieu of rights,
by seeking a change in social structures and lifestyles
adapting to or synchronizing with Earth’s capabilities,
.rather than changing it to sustain humans. Human
-society should look at other species and ecosystems as
. having valie beyond human usage and perceptions, and

: move beyond a human- centerf_;cl_ and mstrumentahst_

worldwew (Miller 1994).

pioneering strand of ecocentric thmkmg The following

beauty of the biotic community. It is wrong when it
- tends otherwise. _

humans failed to identify arid empathize with the rest
of the nature because of the way they experience and
interpret the world. The ecocentric thinkers believe that

. What am 1?7

--.Leopold’s ~Land - Etkzc“(l949)—-ls probably the--

the fundamental cultural disease is human chauvinism
(or anthropocentricism), which has been the primary

cause for the alienatiori from nature. The alienation

must be overcome by a personal transformation, by
subscription to an ecocentric perspective: expanding
one’s view — one’s sense-of self - to remain a part of
nature. To harm nature is to harm humans, and a
change in attitudes, behaviour, and ways is imperative.
Ecocentric thinking aims to conserve what is left of the
richness and diversity- of life on Earth — including
Human cultural diversity — and therefore cannot be
anti-human (Naess 1988). A related ethical view calls

for the re-learning of ancient wisdom. This view relates
to the suggestion that Gaia or some other overarching

force shapes human culture and traditions to ensure
that human activity remains within environmental
borders, as it was in pre-industrial societies (Knudtson

and Suzuki 1992).

This is not to deny the significance of cultural and
political forces in achieving a changed world, however
the starting point for cultural and political change is at
the individual level. This pomt has been borne out by

John Allen (Director, Center for Rural Community

Revitalization and Development, Nebraska, USA) who
addressed the ‘needs” of the Nebraska community;
Allen (1999) presents a pyramid model with economic
well being. at the apex. The starting point for this
process, or the base of the pyramid, is the need to build
individual confidence and skills to participaté in social
change. While Allen’s context for change management
is based on the development of regional sustainability,

‘the fact remains that for thange to happen it must

embrace individual perceptions in the first instance.
Human life feeds, thrives and exists on purpose.
Scientific evidence suggests that the universe is
purposive in that its components exist by virtue of
freedom, which allows them a degree of self-deter-
mination (Birch 1990). According to this thinking, the -
whole of the universe and its entities logk more like life -

- than inanimate matter; consequently, the recognizable

picture is no longer that of a machine, but of an

- organism — the latter lively and vibrant. Failure to see

T

" Ecocentric thinkers reason that -

the world in ecological or organic terms anses from the,

delusion that humans reign- over everything. The

- - statement-from Leopold is-candid:-“A- thing is right -- modem worldview, bom.in. the 16th century, domi-

when it tends to preserve.the integrity, stability, and .

nates human thinking to this day and it tends to

"mterpret everything from the bottom up. The universe
- is seen in terms of building blocks: and what emerges at

the end is a contrivance. Thisis'a tragic consequence of
the extended modern worldview. Humans have
overlooked, to their mxsfortune thatto liveisto feel* to -

thmk and to act.
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ECOLOGICAL AGRICULTURE — WHAT IS IT?

The pressures of a continuously growing demand for
food are, in some instances at least, beginning to
undermine the ecological foundations of the planet,
because of the emphasis on world food economy, which
is based on world food security. Agriculture did not
come about as a major and dramatic revolution,
although often it is referred as the Neolithic revolution.

. It was a slow learning process across several thousands
_of years of trial and error (Smith 1998). The desire to

raise certain crop varieties led early societies to produce
more than the need, and hence to consider commerce.
That is when human descent from the status of a
natural population began. Commerce placed humans in
the downward and drowning $piral of desire, which, in
several instances exacerbated into greed. One such
develoPment cameto be known as the green revolution.
Even at a policy-making level, alternatives to
conventional agriculture arc now being corisidered
seriously. The alternative approaches capitalize on the
knowledge, skills, techniques, and methods of both the
past and the present in order to build an agricultural
system, which will serve as the foundation of a more
holistic, balanced, and humane civilization. The notion
of ecological agriculture, an alternative agricultural
systern (Merrill 1983), calls on us to have profound
respect for and a deep desire to understand nature and
the laws that govern nature; it asks us to play a co-
operative role with nature, to consciously preserve and
protect the soil, recognizing fully that it is a complex,
living, fragile entity. Farmers should have a livelihood,
but the more important imperative in agriculture will

" be to' provide the optimum nutrition to humankind.

The emphasis here will be on the optimum and not on
the stress-inducing maximum level of production and
on the.récognition that each farm is unique so that the
methods of farming need to-be tailored to suit the
individuality of each farm. When used diligently and

thoughtfully, - this alternative process will sustain-

optimum production indefinitely,

the general synonymy, and its practice echoes Merrill's

(1983) notion of an alternative agricultural system. ...
- lead to clarity of purpose. What is extremely critical

Further, ecology is a unique discipline in that it is

eclectic, 1nterd13c1p1mary, and seeks to deal with the
‘wholes’ rather than the parts. Extensive research has

_been conducted in testing and trialling this practice (see

Merrill 1983, for several references).

Ecological agriculture is holistic. This characteristic
differentiates it from conventional agriculture. Holism
arises logically as a consequence of ecological agricul-
ture’s perception that science and its product, techno-
logy, are a means to an end. Subscribers to ecological
agriculture believe that nature encompasses everything
else in a state of dynamic equilibrium. Holistic thinkers
believe that in the long run, nature attempts to resist
any effort to change her, and that ultimately humans
have no alternative, but to co-operate willingly or
otherwise (Carson 1963). The role of humankind in
this context is therefore one of ‘membership’. We,
therefore, reject the use of the terms ‘custodianship’,

- ‘stewardship’, and ‘trusteeship’.

Ecological agriculture as a component of a
sustainable global community wil ask us all to align
ourselves and our practices more with nature, and not
depend so unthinkingly on technology. This ethos will-
take root in parallel with a reawakening of our belief in
the importance of the family and a strong rural-based
economy. A family farmer is subconsciously aware of
and remains attuned to the realization that he/she is an
integral part of the great web of nature and the delicate
ecosystems that he/she works with. The family facmer
co-works with nature building the soil rather than
exploiting it. Ecological agricultural practice is founded
on the idea that family farmers are not only the
backbone of a society, but, more critically, they will be
responsible and will remain dedicated to co-operating
with the soil and nature. Such an ability to produce

one’s basic food requirement will be critical for the
future of the human species.

CONCLUSION

We, the authors, are conscious that-this article-is

_neither . comprehenswe nor complete. The critical
. _.questions to us are: Where does humankind stand in

“A number of different terminologies exist the natural scheme of things?, What is the key purpose

. '(Boennga_l_980, Hill: 1982, Merrill 1983), although™ & of
some terms have fallen out of use and others are _ _the world in the near future and in the distant future?,

“considered emotionally unacceptable. The preferred - - “Whére do rights stop and respon-sxblhues start?, Have

term seems to be ‘ecological agrieulture’, which reflects
" Many sitnilar questions should arise in the mind of the

of the human being?, How should humans engage with

the humans acted with any sense of wisdom so far?.
_reader. The process of questioning and challenging will

will be for the human bemgs to be honest; answering
their consciences.
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Suzuki's (1990} words are pertinent and summa-
rize our concerns: “Increase in human numbers and the
tremendous growth in technology and its utilization
has generated the environmental crisis today. American
biologists Edward Wilson and Paul Ehrlich have been
reiterating that we need a profound shift in attitude
towards the natural world. The change has to be
necessarily in the spiritual value we place on other
organisms. We do perceive a gut feeling that something
is drastically wrong with our obsession with consump-
tion and profit, and progress and development.

Unfortunately, we want to push that gut feeling onto .

the back buner, since we are unable to sail out of the

obsession with material gains and a comfortable

lifestyle. A soft voice that holds a committed opinion
does speak within us and we continuously reject the
tone of that gut feeling. When we decide to validate
that worldview more seriously and vigorously, we could
re-prioritize our life criteria and return to a valuable

balance with nature and environment. The ironyis that

_ such pearls of wisdom seem to be confined to the
thinking of the most-oppressed people and deprived
groups of the world.”.

Is the biological species Homo sapiens evolving into

a new Homo proteus, the ‘shapechanger’ human, with a
different set of characteristics, as described by Wilson
(1999)? Will Homo proteus be able to design an alter-
native and bring about an ecocentric future by being
.carnest and determined? Maybe not; the opposing force
_of self-interest has driven the cavalcade of human
progress through every barrier and depression so far.
Even environmentalists are often heard arguing for
their cause because the human species needs nature for
its survival. Self-interest is unlikely to protect the world
adequately, especially if human ingenuity replaces
"natural services with technology (Baxtet 1999).
7 Do we humans have the necessary modesty to look
at ourselves as just one species of the biosphere? Will
that modesty enable us to recognize the strands of
* continuity between everything else and us? Do we have

. such a consideration enable us to restore order to our
“to these ‘questions are in the affirmiative, thén-confi=

mental and emotional framework that will readily
~“démocrdtize society and its food production activity; -

‘and that will constructively align the most potent
natural synergies with complementary human action.

the courage and strength to accept that the non-human -
“world is also worthy of serious consideration? And will"

—§ocial; economie;: and- political systems? If our answers—.—
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